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REMARKS 

Applicant submits a Petition and Fee for One-Month Extension of Time. 

Claims 1-2 and 4-19 are all the claims presently pending in the application. Claim 6 
has been amended to more particularly define the invention. 

It is noted that the claim amendments herein or later are not made to distinguish the 
invention over the prior art or narrow the claims or for any statutory requirements of 
patentability. Further, Applicant specifically states that no amendment to any claim herein or 
later should be construed as a disclaimer of any interest in or right to an equivalent of any 
element or feature of the amended claim. 

With respect to the prior art rejections, claims 1 3 5-7, 9-10, 17 and 19 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by Vora et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,819,273). 
Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Vora et ah in view of 
Sanada et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,484,245). Claims 4 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(x) as being unpatentable over Vora in view of De Bellis (U.S. Patent No. 6,760,720). 
Claims 4 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vora et al. 
in view of De Bellis and Roderick (U.S. Patent No. 6,122,648). Claims 5 and 19 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vora et al. in view of Roderick. Claim 8 
is rejected under 35 U.S.C.§103(a) as being unpatentable over Vora et al. in view of Colby 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,480,836). Claims 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Vora et al. in view of Sanada et al. and further in view of Dekoning (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,671,776). Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(x) as being 
unpatentable over Vora et al. in view of Sanada et al. and Lee et al. (U.S. Patent No. 

8 



PAGE 11/39 ? RCVD AT 8/25/2005 4:37:04 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] • SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/30 * DNI8:27383O0 » CSID: 70376 12375 * DURATION (mm-SS):1 1-42 



♦ 08/25/2005 16:36 FAX 7037612375 



McGinn&Gibb,PLLC 



@)012 



Serial No.: 10/068,895 
Docket No.: 5-071US-FF 
USH.024 

6,061,696). Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Vora et 
al. in view of De Bellis and further in view of Lee et al. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vora et al. in view of De Bellis and Roderick and further 
in view of Lee et al. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(x) as being unpatentable over 
Vora et al. in view of Roderick. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C- §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Vora et al. in view of Roderick and further in view of McClure et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,850,928). Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Vora et al. in view of McClure et al. 

Pursuant to the Interview with the Examiner on August 5, 2005, the rejection of 
claims 4 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Vora et al. in view of De 
Bellis and Roderick has been withdrawn by the Examiner . The rejection of claims 5 and 19 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Vora et al. in view of Roderick has been 
withdrawn by the Examiner . The rejection of claim 16 under 35 U.S.C. §i03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Vora et al. in view of De Bellis and Roderick and further in view of Lee et 
al. has been withdrawn by the Examiner . The Examiner has changed the rejection of claim 
16 to be under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vora et al. in view of De Bellis 
and further in view of Lee et al. and McClure et al. The rejection of claim 18 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vora et al. in view of Roderick and further in view of 
McClure et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,850,928) has been withdrawn by the Examiner . The 
Examiner has changed the rejection of claim 18 to be under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Vora et al. in view of McClure et al. and further in view of Lee et al. 

The rejections are respectfully traversed in the following discussion. 

9 



PAGE. 12/39 • RCVD AT 8/25/2005 4:37:04 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] ' 8VR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/30 ■ DN1S:273S300 - C8ID: 70376 12375 ■ DURATION (mm-SS):l1-42 



08/25/2005 16:37 FAX 7037612375 McGinn&Glbb . PLLC @1013 



Serial No.: 10/068,895 
Docket No.: 5-071 US-FF 
USH.024 

L THE CLAIMED INVENTION 

The claimed invention is directed to a database system, a database server, and a 
method of controlling the operation of a database server. 

In one exemplary aspect, as recited in claim 1, the database system includes a database 
in which data has been stored accessibly, a search device for accessing the database in 
accordance with an applied search command and searching data that has been stored in the 
database, a command execution device, to which a command is entered, for applying a search 
command to the search device in accordance with this entered command, and a first interface 
for separably and directly connecting, without via a network, the search device and the 
command execution device . 

Another aspect of the invention, as recited in claim 4, is directed toward a database 
server including a first receiving device for receiving a search command transmitted via a 
network, a search device for searching the database based upon the search command received 
by the first receiving device, a first determining device for determining whether the search 
command, which has been received by the first receiving device, can be transmitted to 
another database server, a transmitting device for transmitting the received search command 
to the anot her database server when it is determined that the received search command can be 
transmitted to the ano ther database server bv the first determining device , a second receiving 
device for receiving data, which represents search results, transmitted from the another 
database server in accordance with transmission of the search command to the another 
database server by the transmitting device, and an output device for outputting, in mutually 

10 



PAGE 13/39 - RCVD AT 8/25/2005 4:37:04 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] ' SVR:U8PTO-EFXRF-6/30 • DNIS:2738300 * C8ID: 70376 12375 ■ DURATION (mnvss):! 1-42 



08/25/2005 16:37 FAX 7037612375 



McGlnn&Glbb , PLLC 



@]014 



Serial No.: 10/068,895 
Docket No.: 5-071US-FF 
USH.024 

correlated form, data representing search results obtained by the search by the search device 
and data representing search results received by the second receiving device. 

In yet another aspect of the invention, as recited in claim 5, the method of controlling 
operation of a database server includes receiving a search command transmitted via a 
network, searching a database based upon the received search command, determining whether 
the received search command can be transmitted to another database server, transmitting the 
received search command to another database server when it is determined that the received 
search command can be transmitted to another database server, receiving data, which 
represents search results, transmitted from the another database server in accordance with 
transmission of the search command to the another database server, and outputting, in 
mutually correlated form, data representing search results obtained by the search and data 
representing received search results. 

Such features are not taught or suggested by the cited references. 

II. THE PRIOR ART REFERENCES 
A. The Vora et al. Reference 

The Examiner alleges that the invention, as recited in claims 1, 5-7, 9, 10, 17 and 19, 
is anticipated by the Vora et al. reference. However, Applicant respectfully submits that Vora 
et al. does not teach or suggest each and every element of the invention as claimed. 

Vora et al. discloses a method and apparatus for maintaining information in a network 
of computer systems and for controlling the display of searchable information. (Vora et al. at 
Abstract) 
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However, Vora et al. fails to teach or suggest a first interface for separably anH 
directly connecting, without via a network t he search device and the command execution 
device, as recited in claim 1. 

The invention, as recited in claim 1, includes a first interface for separably and 
directly, without via a network, connecting the search device and the command execution 
device. Since the first interface directly connects, without via a network, the search device 
and the command execution device in such a manner that the two can be separated from gagh 
other, the search device connected to the command execution device can be disconnected and 
a different search device, employing a desired search technique, can be connected to the 
command execution device. (See Application at page 3, lines 26-28 and page 4, lines 1-8) 
In Vora et al., a server computer system 9 communicates with a client computer 33 
through a network coupler 31 , such as a network bus. The server 9 and client computer 33 
are provided with network couplers, 25 and 35, respectively, which couple the components of 
the server 9 and client computer 33 via the network coupler 31. (See Vora et al. at Figure 1, 
column 5, lines 29-32 and column 6, lines 12-15) The server computer system 9 includes a 
processor 10 and a memory 1 1 which are i nterconnected bv a system h.,^ 1? and a mass 
memory 17, such as a local hard disk that stores information, coupled to the processor 10 and 
memory 1 1 through the system bus 12. (See Vora et al. at column 5, lines 54-6 1) 

To perform a search, keywords entered to the client computer 33 by the user are used 
to define a search request and the search request is sent to the server 9 via network interface 
25 and the network coupler 3 1 . Once received by the server 9, the search request (keywords) 
is executed by the processor 10 and the information stored in the mass memory 17. (See 
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Vora et al. at column 6, lines 43-55) The memory 1 1 includes searching and indexing 
software 207 typically executed on the processor 10 for searching and indexing information. 
(See Vora et al. at column 8, lines 63-67 and column 9, lines 1-9) 

The Examiner asserts that the search and indexing engine 207 in the memory 1 1 and 
processor 10 of Vora et al. correspond to the search device and command execution device, 
respectively, of claim 1. The Examiner further alleges that the search and indexing engine 
207 in the memory 1 1 and processor 10 are connected by the network coupler 3 1 . However, 
as noted above, the memory 1 1 and the processor 10 are coupled together by the system bus 
12 . The network coupler 3 1 merely connects the server computer system 9 and client 
computer 33 . (See Vora et al. at Figure 1, column 5, lines 29-41 and lines 54-61) 

There is no teaching or suggestion in Vora et al. that the network coupler 3 1 couples 
the memory 1 1 and the processor 10, let alone that it couples the memory 1 1 and processor 10 
separably and directly, without via a network, as in claim I . Even assuming arguendo that the 
network coupler 3 1 did connect the memory 1 1 and processor 10, the network coupler 3 1 
would inherently couple any devices connected thereto via a network . The network coupler 
3 1 and system bus 12 are clearly two distinct elements with different functions. 

Notwithstanding, there is no teaching or suggestion in Vora et al. that the memory 1 1 
and the processor 10 are separably connected by either the network coupler 3 1 or the system 
bus 12. Indeed, Vora et al. does not even recognize the desirability or benefit of providing "a 
first interface for separably and directly connecting, without via a network, [the] search 
device and [the] command execution unit," as recited in claim 1. (Emphasis added) 
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Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that Vora et al. does not teach or suggest 
each and every element of the claimed invention, as recited in claim 1. 

Regarding independent claim 5, the Examiner concedes in item 8, page 23 of the 
Office Action that Vora et al. does not teach or suggest determining whether the received 
search command can be transmitted to another database s erver and transmitting the received 
search command to another database server when it is determined that the received search 
command can be transmitted to another database server , as recited in independent claim 5. 

Regarding independent claim 19, the Examiner concedes in item 8, page 25 of the 
Office Action that Vora et al. does not to teach or suggest a means for determining whether 
the received search command can be transmitted to another database server and a means for 
transmitting the received search command to another database server when it is determined 
that the received search command can be transmitted to another database server, as recited in 
independent claim 19. 

Notwithstanding, the Examiner attempts to assert that the above features of 
independent claims 5 and 19 are disclosed in Vora et al. However, the reference merely 
discloses that "the user may enter a single search request and then request either the local 
processor (e.g. the client workstation) or a remote processor (e.g. a server workstation) the 
execute the search request." (Vora et al. at column 1, lines 55-60) As such, the user merely 
specifies the search location in the search request. There is no teaching or suggestion of a 
database server determining whether the received search command can be transmitted to 
another database server and transmitting the received search command to another database 
server when it is determined that the received search command can be transmitted to another 
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database server, as recited in independent claims 5 and 19. As noted above, the Examiner has 
conceded this point in the Office Action. 

Similarly, regarding claim 17, the Examiner concedes in item 3, page 1 1 and item 14, 
page 32 of the Office Action that Vora et al. does not teach or suggest determining whether 
the received search command can be transmitted to another database server is based upon 
data accompanying the search command for determining whether the search command can be 
transmitted, as recited in claim 17. As noted above, Vora et aL merely discloses that the user 
may specify the search location in the search request. However, there is no teaching or 
suggestion of the database server making a determination of whether a received search 
command can be transmitted to another database server based on any data of any sort . 

Clearly, there are elements of the invention defined by independent claims 5 and 19, 
and claim 17, that are not taught or suggested by Vora et ah 

Regarding claim 6, the Examiner alleges that Vora et aL teaches that "[the] search 
device is replaceable by a second search device upon separation from [the] command 
execution device," as recited in claim 6. However, Vora et al. merely discloses that 
"performing a single search from a single search request is well-known," and that "the 
memory 1 1 further includes request and reply control software and windowing interface 
software which may be implemented using conventional techniques." (See Vora et al. at 
column 9, lines 3-8) 

Indeed, performing a single search based on a single search request is well-known. 
However, providing additional software for controlling requests and replies in the memory 1 1 
does not teach or suggest that the search device is replaceable by a second search device, as 
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alleged by the Examiner. As noted above, nowhere does Vora et al. teach or suggest that the 
memory 1 1 and the processor 10 are separably connected in any manner. Vora et al. certainly 
does not teach or suggest that the search unit may be replaced by a second search unit upon 
separation of the search unit from the command execution unit, as recited in claim 6. 

Likewise, there is no teaching or suggestion in Vora et al. that "[the] search device 
employs a search technique different than a search technique of [the] second search device," 
as recited in claim 7. Rather, Vora et al. merely discloses processing multiple searches using 
well known multithreaded processing techniques such that the multiple searches can be 
multitasked. (See Vora et al. at column 12, lines 22-37) 

As previously indicated, nowhere does Vora et al. teach or suggest that the memory 1 1 
and the processor 1 0 are separably connected in any manner. Further, as noted above, Vora et 
al. does not teach or suggest that the search unit may be replaced by a second search unit, let 
alone that the second search device employs a different search technique, as in claim 7. 
Clearly, there are elements of claims 6 and 7 that are not taught or suggested by Vora et al. 

In light of the above, Applicant respectfully submits that there are elements of the 
invention of claims 1,5-7,9, 10, 17 and 1 9 that are not taught or suggested by Vora etal. 
Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw this rejection. 

B. The Sanada et al. Reference 

The Examiner alleges that Vora et al. would have been combined with Sanada et al. to 
form the invention of claim 2. However, Applicant submits that these references would not 
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have been combined and even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each 
and every element of the claimed invention. 

Sanada et al. discloses an apparatus for and method of accessing a storage region 
across a network. The disclosure relates to storage control apparatus with ANSDC3T1 1- 
standardization fiber channels as an interface with its upper-level or "host" computers, and 
more particularly to a storage controller device which is employable in a computer system for 
elimination of unauthorized access attempts upon issuance of a request to access the storage 
as sent from a host computer to the storage controller. (Sanada et al. at page 1, lines 1-15) 

Applicant respectfully submits that these references would not have been combined as 
alleged by the Examiner. Indeed, these references are completely unrelated, and no person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have considered combining these disparate references, absent 
impermissible hindsig ht. 

In fact, Applicant submits that the Examiner can point to no motivation or sugg estion 
in the references to urge the combination as alleged by the Examiner. Indeed, contrary to the 
Examiner's allegations, neither of these references teaches or suggests their combination. 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not have been so motivated to combine the references as alleged by the Examiner. Therefore, 
the Examiner has failed to make a prima facie case of obviousness . 

Further, Sanada et al. fails to make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. described 
above directed to the first interface separably and directly connecting, without a network, the 
search device and the command execution device. 
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Moreover, neither Vora et al., nor Sanada et aL, nor any combination thereof, teaches 
or suggests "a second interface for separably connecting [the] storage controller and [the] 
command execution device" as recited in claim 2. 

The Examiner admits that Vora et al. does not teach, amongst others, this feature. 
Rather, the Examiner attempts to rely on Figure 1 and column 5, lines 35-37 and column 6, 
lines 1-3 of Sanada et al. to make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. 

The invention, as recited in claim 2, includes a second interface for separably 
connecting the storage controller and the command execution device . In this manner, the 
storage controller and the command execution device can be disconnected and a different 
storage controller can be connected to the command execution device. (Application at page 
4, lines 21-28 and page 5, line 1) 

Sanada et al., on the other hand, discloses that "[t]he host computers 10,20,30 and 
storage controller 40 employ a fiber channel 60 as the interface, and are connected together 
via a device known as the 'fabric. (See Sanada et al. at column 5, lines 35-37) However, 
nowhere does Sanada et al. teach or suggest that the fiber channel 60 interface separably 
connects the storage controller and the host computers 1 0,20,30, as in claim 2. 

Rather, Sanada et al. merely discloses that the fabric may have technical advantages, 
such as high data transfer speed and capability for a multi-layered logical bus configuration. 
(See Sanada et al. at column 6 S lines 14-31) Indeed, Sanada et al. makes no reference or 
suggestion that the interface separably connects the host computers and storage controller. 

Thus, even assuming arguendo that Sanada et al. may disclose an interface, as alleged 
by the Examiner, there is no teaching or suggestion in Sanada et al. that the host computers 
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10,20.30 and storage controller 40 are separably connected by the interface to permit the 
substitution of a different storage controller, as in claim 2. Further, Sanada et al. fails to 
make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. described above directed to the first interface 
separably and directly, without a network, the search device and the command execution 
device . Indeed, the cited reference does not even recognize the desirability or benefit of 
providing such features. Therefore, Sanada et al. clearly does not make up for the 
deficiencies of Vora et al. 

In light of the above, Applicant submits that these references would not have been 
combined and even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each and every 
element of claim 2. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw this 
rejection. 

C. The De Bellis Reference 

The Examiner alleges that Vora et al. would have been combined with De Bellis et al. 
to form the invention of claims 4 and 15. However, Applicant submits that these references 
would not have been combined and even if combined, the combination would not teach or 
suggest each and every element of the claimed invention. 

De Bellis discloses a Sort-on-the-Fly/Search-on-the-Fly search engine that provides 
intuitive mechanisms for searching databases, allowing a user to access data in the database 
without having to know the database structure. (De Bellis at Abstract) 

Applicant respectfully submits that these references would not have been combined as 
alleged by the Examiner. Indeed, these references are completely unrelated, and no person of 
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ordinary skill in the art would have considered combining these disparate references, absent 
impermissible hindsight . 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not have been so motivated to combine the references as alleged by the Examiner. 

The Examiner concedes that Vora et al. does not teach or suggest "a second receiving 
device for receiving data, which represent search results, transmitted from [the] another 
database server in accordance with transmission of the search command to [the] another 
database server by [the] transmitting device," as recited in claims 4 and 1 5. Rather, the 
Examiner attempts to rely on De Bellis to make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. 

In accordance with the invention, as recited in claims 4 and 15, a search command 
transmitted via a network is received and a database is searched based upon the received 
search command, however, if it is det ermined that the received .^r^ command r. an 
transmitted to another database server , the received search command can be transmitted to 
other database servers as well. (Application at page 7, lines 1 8-22) 

Another database server that receives the search command also conducts a database 
search to find the relevant data. The data that is found is sent from the server of the other 
database to the database server that transmitted the search command. Data transmitted from 
the server of the other database and found as a result of the search by the other database 
servers is received by the database server that originally received the search command. The 
data found by the servers of the other databases is correlated with the data found by the search 
conducted by the database that received the search command via the network. The correlated 
data is then output. (Application at page 7, lines 23-28 and page 8, lines 1-7) 
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The Examiner asserts that it would have been obvious to apply the database driver 1 70 
of De Bellis for receiving results of a search of remote databases to Vora et al. However, De 
Bellis discloses that "[t]he database driver 170 is the universal interface with the database 12, 
which can be a local or remote database.' 5 (See De Bellis at column 9, lines 40-43) De Bellis 
further discloses that ,l the query generator 1 50 receives results 153 of a search of the database 
12 (not shown in FIG. 3) from the database driver 170." (See De Bellis at column 4, lines 57- 
59) As such, the database driver 1 70 merely retrieves information from the database 12 to 
which it has access and provides those results to the query generator 150. 

However, there is no teaching or suggestion in De Bellis that the database driver 170 
receives data representing search res ults transmitted from another database server, as in claim 
4 and 15. Rather, in De Bellis, the database server 170 merely interfaces with the databases 
12. In fact, nowhere in De Bellis is there any suggestion as to the desirability of the database 
driver 1 70, or any other element, to receive data representing search results transmitted from 
another database server. 

Moreover, neither Vora et al., nor De Bellis* nor any combination thereof, teaches or 
suggests "g first determining device for determining whether the search command, which has 
been received by the first receiving device, can be transmitted to another database server" as 
recited in claims 4 and 15. (Emphasis added) 

Indeed, the Examiner concedes in item 7, page 20 of the Office Action that Vora et al. 
does not teach or suggest a first determining device for determining whether the received 
search command, which has been received by the first receiving device, can be transmitted to 
another database server, as recited in claims 4 and 15. 
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Additionally, there is no teaching or suggestion in De Bellis of a first determining 
device for determining whether the search command can be transmitted to another database 
server. As noted above, merely by receiving a single search command, a search can be 
conducted not only by a single database server that received the search command, but also by 
other database servers. 

Further, the Examiner concedes in item 7, page 21 of the Office Action that Vora et 
al. does not teach or suggest that "the search command is accompanied by data for 
determining whether the search command can be transmitted to [the] another database server; 
[the] first determining device determining whether the search command can be transmitted 
based upon the accompanying data" as recited in claim 15. 

Clearly, Vora et al. and De Bellis fail to teach or suggest each and every element of 
the invention of claims 4 and 15. 

Thus, even assuming arguendo that De Bellis discloses a second receiving device, as 
alleged by the Examiner, there is no teaching or suggestion in De Bellis of a first determining 
device for determining whether the search command can be transmitted to another database 
server to allow a search to be conducted on the other database servers by receiving a single 
search command, as in claim 4 and 15. (Application at page 8, lines 8-1 1) Indeed, the cited 
references do not even recognize the desirability or benefit of providing such a feature. 
Therefore, De Bellis clearly does not make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. 

In light of the above, Applicant submits that these references would not have been 
combined and even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each and every 
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element of the claimed invention. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw this rejection. 

The Roderick Reference 
The Examiner alleges that Vora et al. would have been combined with Roderick to 
form the invention of claims 1 7. However, Applicant submits that these references would not 
have been combined and even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each 
and every element of the claimed invention, 

Roderick discloses an apparatus comprising a storage medium and a communicatively 
coupled processor. (Roderick at Abstract) 

Applicant respectfully submits that these references would not have been combined as 
alleged by the Examiner. Indeed, these references are completely unrelated, and no person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have considered combining these disparate references, absent 
impermissible hindsig ht. 

In fact, Applicant submits that the Examiner can point to no motivation or sugg estion 
in the references to urge the combination as alleged by the Examiner. Indeed, contrary to the 
Examiner's allegations, neither of these references teaches or suggests their combination. 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not have been so motivated to combine the references as alleged by the Examiner. Therefore, 
the Examiner has failed to make a prima facie case of obviousness. 
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The Examiner concedes that Vora et al. does not teach or suggest determining whether 
the received search comman d can be t r a nsm itted to another database server j s based unnn 
data accompanying the search command for determininp whe ther the search command can he 
transmitted, as recited in claim 1 7. Rather the Examiner attempts to rely on Roderick to make 
up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. 

The Examiner asserts that Roderick teaches a mining agent 204 that employs common 
gateway interface commands in addition to SQL search commands to access remote databases 
through a gateway server. Roderick discloses a mining agent 204 which issues search 
commands to a local database via processors and I/O ports or accesses remote databases 
through a gateway server. Roderick indicates that the mining agent 204 may employ a 
hierarchical search of all accessible resources by first accessing local databases before 
accessing remote locations. (See Roderick at column 7, lines 35-45) 

However, there is no teaching or suggestion in Roderick that the mining agent 204, or 
any other element, determines whether the search command, which has been received by the 
first receiving device, can be transmitted to another database server, as in claims 4 and 15. 
The mining agent 204 in Roderick merely searches all available accessible resources without 
any determination regarding the search command. There is certainly no teaching or 
suggestion in Roderick of the database server making a determination of whether a received 
search command can be transmitted to another database server based on anv data of anv sort 

Further, the Examiner indicates that Vora et al. does not teach or suggest "transmitting 
the received search command to [the] another database server when it is determined that the 
received search command can be transmitted to [the] another database server by [the] first 
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determining device," as recited in claim 5 upon which claim 17 depends. In fact, the 
Examiner does not provide a reference which teaches or suggests the limitation. 

In light of the above, Applicant submits that Vora et al. and Roderick would not have 
been combined and even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each and 
every element of the invention of claim 1 7. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested 
to withdraw this rejection. 

E. The Colby et al. Reference 

The Examiner alleges that Vora et al. would have been combined with Colby et al. to 
form the invention of claim 8. However, Applicant submits that these references would not 
have been combined and even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each 
and every element of the claimed invention. 

Colby et al. discloses methods and apparatus for processing precomputed views for 
answering user queries on a database. (Colby et al. at Abstract) 

Applicant respectfully submits that these references would not have been combined as 
alleged by the Examiner. Indeed, these references are completely unrelated, and no person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have considered combining these disparate references, absent 
impermissible hindsi ght 

In fact, Applicant submits that the Examiner can point to no motivation or suggestion 
in the references to urge the combination as alleged by the Examiner. Indeed, contrary to the 
Examiner's allegations, neither of these references teaches or suggests their combination. 
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Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not have been so motivated to combine the references as alleged by the Examiner. Therefore, 
the Examiner has failed to make a prima facie case of obviousness 

The Examiner concedes that Vora et al. does not teach or suggest "a relational 
database management system containing attribute information corresponding to [the] data, 
wherein [the] relational database management system is searchable by [the] search device," as 
recited in claim 8. Rather, the Examiner attempts to rely on Colby et ah to make up for the 
deficiencies of Vora et al. 

However, Colby et al. fails to make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. described 
above directed to "a first interface separably and directly connecting, without via a network, 
[the] search device and [the] command execution device," as recited in claim 8. Indeed, 
neither Vora et ah, nor Colby et al., nor any combination thereof, teaches or suggests this 
feature. 

Thus, even assuming arguendo that Colby et al. may disclose a relational database 
management system containing attribute information corresponding to data that is searchable 
by the search device, as alleged by the Examiner, there is no teaching or suggestion in Colhy 
et al. of a first interfac e separably and directly connecting, without via a network, the search 
device and the command execution device to permit the substitution of a different storage 
controller, as in claim 8. Indeed, the cited reference does not even recognize the desirability 
or benefit of providing such features. Colby et al. clearly does not make up for the 
deficiencies of Vora et al. 
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In light of the above, Applicant submits that Vora et al. and Colby et al. would not 
have been combined and even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each 
and every element of c.aim 8. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw 
this rejection. 

F. The Dekoning et al. Reference 

The Examiner alleges that Vora et al. would have been combined with Sanada and 
Dekoning to form the invention of claims 1 1-12. However, Applicant submits that these 
references would not have been combined and even if combined, the combination would not 
. teach or suggest each and every element of the claimed invention. 

Dekoning discloses a system and method for dynamically generating the topology of a 
storage array network by linking information concerning hosts and clusters along with 
information about host port adapters. (Dekoning at Abstract) 

Applicant respectfully submits that these references would not have been combined as 
alleged by the Examiner. Indeed, these references are completely unrelated, and no person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have considered combining these disparate references, absent 
impermissible hindsig ht 

In fact, Applicant submits that the Examiner can point to no motivation or c„ r r ^,:^ 
in the references to urge the combination as alleged by the Examiner. Indeed, contrary to the 
Examiner's allegations, neither of these references teaches or suggests their combination. 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not have been so motivated to combine the references as alleged by the Examiner. Therefore, 
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the Examiner has failed to ma ke a prima facie case of obviousness . 

The Examiner concedes that Vora et al. and Sanada et al. do not teach or suggest that 
"[the] storage controller is replaceable by a second storage controller upon separation from 
[the] command execution device," as recited in claims 1 1 and 12. Rather, the Examiner 
attempts to rely on DeKoning to make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. and Sanada et al. 

However, DeKoning discloses that "[i]n an alternate embodiment, each RAID 
controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers or other low 
end RAID controllers." (See DeKoning at column 4, lines 1 7-20) As such, DeKoning merely 
discloses that different embodiments may contain different controllers. In fact, DeKoning 
discloses that the storage controllers 1 16 are coupled to a host adaptor 104 of the host system 
102 by host buses 1 12. (See DeKoning at Figure 1, column 3, lines 62-65, and column 4, 
lines 13-19) DeKoning makes no mention or suggestion that the RAID controllers may be 
separably connected to the host adapters or host system. 

Clearly, DeKoning does not disclose that the storage controller is separably connected 
to the command execution device by a second interface such that the storage controller is 
replaceable upon separation from the com m and execution H^vi™ as in claims 1 1 and 12. 

Further, DeKoning fails to make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. and Sanada et 
al. described above directed to "a first interface separably and directly connecting, without 
via a network, [the] search device and [the] command execution device," as recited in claims 
1 1 and 12. Indeed, neither Vora et al., nor Sanada et al., nor DeKoning, nor any combination 
thereof, teaches or suggests this feature. 
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Thus, even assuming arguendo that DeKoning may disclose that a storage controller is 
replaceable by a second storage controller upon separation from the command execution 
device, as alleged by the Examiner, there is no teac hing or sug gest ion in DeKonin g nf a fW 
interface separably and directly connecting, without via a n etwork, the search device anH th» 
command execution device to permit the substitution of a different storage controller, as in 
claims 1 1 and 12. Indeed, the cited reference does not even recognize the desirability or 
benefit of providing such features. DeKoning clearly does not make up for the deficiencies of 
Vora et al. and Sanada et al. 

In light of the above, Applicant submits that Vora et al., Sanada et al. and DeKoning 
would not have been combined and even if combined, the combination would not teach or 
suggest each and every element of claims 1 1 and 12. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to withdraw this rejection. 

G. The Lee et al. Reference 

The Examiner alleges that Vora et al.. would have been combined with Sanada et al. 
and Lee et al. to form the invention of claims 13-14. However, Applicant submits that these 
references would not have been combined and even if combined, the combination would not 
teach or suggest each and every element of the claimed invention. 

Lee et al. discloses a method performed on a computer system for generating 
multimedia documents. (Lee et al. at Abstract) 

Applicant respectfully submits that these references would not have been combined as 
alleged by the Examiner. Indeed, these references are completely unrelated, and no person of 
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ordinary skill in the art would have considered combining these disparate references, absent 
impermissible h indsight . 

In fact, Applicant submits that the Examiner can point to no motivate nr sug gestion 
in the references to urge the combination as aJJeged by the Examiner. Indeed, contrary to the 
Examiner's allegations, neither of these references teaches or suggests their combination. 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not have been so motivated to combine the references as alleged by the Examiner. Therefore, 
the Examiner has failed to make a prima feci* ^se of obyjousness. 

Regarding claims 13 and 14, the Examiner concedes that neither Vora et a]., nor 
Sanada et ah, nor any combination thereof, teaches or suggests «an expression-format 
converter for generating data having a desired expression format when it is determined that 
data having the desired expression format is not stored in the database," as recited in claim 
13, or that the "expression format converter is separably connected to [the] command 
execution device by [the] second interface," as recited in claim 14. Rather, the Examiner 
attempts to rely on column 3, lines 1-5 and column 8, lines 5-20 of Lee et al. to make up for 
the deficiencies of Vora et al. and Sanada et al. 

Lee et al. discloses that a converted format of an object can be stored as a local file 
apart from the file containing the native format version. The objects that can be represented 
in a multimedia document using one format can be manipulated in another format. Lee et al. 
indicates that many different variations of conversion operations are available, including 
between different formats of the same media type and between different media types. (See 
Lee et al. at column 3, lines 1-19) 
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The Examiner asserts that the above shows that the system in Lee et al. determines 
that data having the desired format is not stored in the database, as in claims 13 and 1 4. 
However, the fact that the system in Lee et al. converts objects between formats and saves the 
converted version, does not suggest that the system generated that converted file upon 
determination that the converted file was not vtnr.A in the database as in claims 13 and 14. 
The allegation of the Examiner is further unsupported in light of the fact that Lee et al. does 
not teach or suggest the system making such a determination. 

The Examiner actually suggests that Lee et al. does not teach or suggest this feature in 
item 12, page 29 of the Office Action, stating that Vora et al., Sanada et al. and Lee et al. do 
not explicitly disclose a second determining device for determining whether the data, which 
has an expression format indicated by a received search command by the first receiving 
device, is stored in the database. 

There is also no teaching or suggestion in Lee et al. that the expression-format 
converter is separably connected to the command execution unit by the second interface. 
Rather, Lee et al. merely discloses that the author may determine converting preferences and 
parameters and the various file types to be created. Nowhere does Lee et al. teach or suggest 
that the converter and command execution unit are separably connected, as in claim 14. 

Further, Lee et al. fails to make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. described above 
directed to a first interface for separably and directly connecting .without via a network, the 
search device and the command execution device, as in claims 13 and 14. 

Thus, even assuming arguendo that Lee et al. may disclose an expression-format 
converter for generating data having a desired expression format when it is determined that 
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data having the desired expression format is not stored in the database, as alleged by the 

EXaminer ' iS "° tSagbiBe ° r s "^ rti "" " I St aUhat thg, search rim** and the »nH 
the command execution device are separably ronn r r ted bv the m to permit ^ 

substitution of a different search device, as in claim 13 and 14. Indeed, the cited reference 
does not even recognize the desirability or benefit of providing such a feature. Therefore, Lee 

et al. clearly does not make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. and Sanada et al. 

In light of the above, Applicant submits that these references would not have been 

combined and even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each and every 

element of claims 13 and 14. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw 

this rejection. 

H. The McClure et al. Reference 

The Examiner alleges that Vora et al. would have been combined with DeBellis, 
McClure et al. and Lee et al. to form the invention of claim 1 6 and that Vora et al. would 
have been combined with McClure et al. and Lee et al. to form the invention of claim 1 8. 
However, Applicant submits that these references would not have been combined and even if 
combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each and every element of the claimed 
invention. 

McClure et al. discloses a system for, and method of, automatically retrieving a 
directory object from a database and a directory server incorporating the system or the 
method. (McClure et al. at Abstract) 
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Applicant respectfully submits that these references would not have been combined as 
alleged by the Examiner. Indeed, these references are completeiy md no pereon of 

ordinary skill in the art wou.d have considered combining these disparate references, ^ 
impermissible hinH^iprht 

In fact, Applicant submits that the Examiner can point to mjmW^r^^ 
in the references to urge the combination as alleged by the Examiner. Indeed, contrary to the 
Examiner's allegations, neither of these references teaches or suggests their combination. 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not have been so motivated to eombine the references as alleged by the Examine, Therefore, 
the Examiner has failed to make a prima ftri« . a ,» ^.,„ irnr ._ 

The Examiner concedes that Vera et al. and Lee et al. do not teach or suggest "a 
second determining device for determining whether the data, which has an expression format 
indicated by the received search command by [the] first receiving device, is stored in the 
database," as recited in claim 16. Rather, the Examiner attempts to rely on McC.ure et al. to 
make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. and Lee et al. 

Likewise, the Examiner concedes that Vora et al. fails to teach or suggest 
"determining whether the data, which has an expression format indicated by the received 
search command, is stored in the database," as recited in claim 18. Again, the Examiner 
attempts to rely on McCIure et al. to make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. 

However, McCIure et al. does not make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. 
regarding "generating data having the expression format when it is determined that the data 
having the expression format is not stored in the database," as in claim 18. Tne Examiner 
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attemp* to induce u. etal. ■„ make up for .his deficiency. but Ue „ „ ^ „ ^ 
or suggest such a feature, as described above. 

Further, McClure a al. »„s ,„ make up for „, e defic , encies of ^ a „ ^ ^ a 
ah directed ,owa* d agmtai nBwMher thf ^ seafc|ie ^ ^ ^ 

fctttatMYtt as in claim ,6 and 18. The Examiner concedes in item pagc 23 of ^ 
Office Acrion tha, Vera at .1. does ma teach or suggest this feu™. 

Thus, even assuming argue^ tha, MeCure « ,!. may disdos. defining wnedte, 

fc ^ ^ f °™»' *— by the received search command, is stored 
in me datebase, as alleged hy me Exammer, tto. fa no ^ . ., , |p „ g 

al. Of determininr wfeefter ,he reived ^h rr mm^ „ . r „ ^ 

da ahaie server and tr^n^inin,, h e mrHvrd.nr-h ■ ^ and ,o ano.h.r ,.,.K. f 

wh en it h determined that me received t comm .nd can he n.n^ .■ ..^ 

MfeUOL-.d*. Idand ,8. Indeed, meo^d^erencea do no. even recognize 
me desirahihty oe bemsfi, of provlding suc „ , feau „ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

D2I make up for the deficiencies of Vora et al. and Lee et al. 

In light of the above. Applicant submits mat these references would no, have been 
combined and even if combined, the combined would no, teach or suggest each and every 
Clemen, of claim ,8. Therefore. , he Examiner is resp.cfu,,y requested „ withdrawals 
rejection. 
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in. CONCLUSION 



in view of the foregoing, Applica „, submits ,„„ ^ .^^^^ ^ 
P^enfiy pending in An ^ are paKWably ovff fc ^ ^ rf ^ ^ ^ 

anowab,. md „,„ to , pp , ic „ ion „ , n cond . tion ^ a]iowa ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

appreciated. 

Should the Ex ra ,W find fc appfaion „ „„ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
ft. Exanfiner „ ^. to co„ B c. fine undesigned att o ra ey « *. ,ooa, B ,epho„e ^ 
M beiow „ di.cn* n„ y od,e r ohengo, do= m ed „oo assary a „„ WMCe to . „ 
personal interview. 

To the extent necessary, Applicant petitions for an extension of time under 37 CFR 

§1-136. 
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